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ABSTEACT 

This study . examined the effect of the student 
teacher's perception of and preference for the role of the 
cooperating teacher and the cooperating teacher's perception of his 
role on the student teacher 's effectiveness and satisfaction with the . 
student teaching experience. Subjects were 98 student teachers-and 98 
cooperating teachers. Responses were obtained from the student - 
•teachers on how they perceived the cooperating teacher performing his 
role and hov they preferred the cooperating teacher to perform his 
role. Cooperating teachers were asked to indicate how they perceived 
their role in working with student teachers. Four descriptive models 
were used to gather these responses from the student teachers and 
cooperating teachers. Hatches and non-matches of both the perception 
and the pref,erence of the cooperating teacher's role were compared. A 
nine-poiiit rating scal^e was used by the cooperating teachers to 
determine the student teacher ■ s satisfaction with the student 
teaching experience. It was concluded that how the student teacher 
preferred or perceived the cooperating teacher's role,, when compared^ 
to how the cooperating teacher perceived his role^ did not have 
significant effect on how the° student teacher was rated at the end of 
the quarter. Further^ comparisons of matches and non-*matches did not 
show any, significant differences in, the effectiveness of the student 
teacher or of his satisfaction with the teaching experience. (HM) 
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Purpose of the stady ' - 

- _ 'J 

The p?xrpose of the study was to examine the effect of the student 
teacher's perception of and preference for the cooperating teacher's role 
and the cooperating teachei-'s perception of his, role on the student teach- 
ing experience. I-Iatches and non-matches of both the perception and prefer- 
ence of the cooperating teacher's role were compared. Comparisons were 
also made of the difference in ratings and satisfaction with student teaching 
scores when the se:x of the student teacher and cooperating teacher were con- 
sidered % A final ^couparison was carried out to see if grade level — ^elemen- 
taiy or secondary — made a difference in the effectiveness ratings and/or 
the satisfaction scores* - 

I^esifoi of the stud;y; . 

Ninety-eigJit student teachers and ninety-ei^t cooperating teachers were 
used during the spring quarter, ^973i in the study. Responses were obtained 
from the student teachers on how they perceived the cooperating teacher per- 
forming his role and how they preferred the cooperating teacher to perform 
hie ro3.e* Cooperating teachers were a]-so asked to indicate how they perceived 
their ix>le in working with student teachers • Four descriptive models were 
used to gather these responses from the student teachers and cooperating 
teachers. A nine point rating scale vzas used by the cooperating teachers to 
determine student teacher effectiveness. The Purdue Student-Teacher Opinion- 
aiTO was completed by the student teachers and used to determine the student 
teachers' satisfaction with the student teaching experience. 

A U X 2 X 2 factorial analysis of variance was used to investigate the 
two independent variables: student teacher effectiveness and student teacher 
satisfaction. Critical values for F were computed for the three independent 
variables "groups," "sex," and "grade level," ar we.ll as for the interactions 
that occurred. The .O^ level ox significance was used to test all hypotheses. 

Conclusions of the study 

• It was concluded in the study that how the student teacher preferred 
or perceived the cooperating teacher's role, when compared to how the -cooper- 
ating teacher perceived his role,^ did not have much affect on how the student 
teacher was rated at the end of the quarter or how satisfied the student was . 
with '.the i^tudent teaching experience. * Only the hypotheses dealing with ' 
effectiveness ratings indicated any consistent pattern among the groups 
studied. . In these instarices, the matched educator "groups" and/or the non- 
matched positive '^groups", had the hi^est mean effectiveness ratings* The 
only factor of the Purdue Student-Teacher Opinlonaire .on which secondary 
student teachers scored hi gjier than the elementary student teachers was on the 
"student teaching \load" factor. Females consistently had hi^er mean scores 
on the Purdue Student-Teacher Opinionaire and were rated higher by. their ' 
cooperating teachers^ Comparisons of matches and non-matches in the study 
did not. show any significant differences in the effectiveness of the student 
teacher or his satisfaction with the student teaching experience* . 



I. KATDHB AMD SCOPE OP !ESB SUTOiy . 
Introduction 

lo provide* the best teachers possible for children is an intrinsic, 
interest and . obligation of both the institutions of higher learning and 
the elementary and secondary schools engaged in the training of teachers % 
A paraJaount professional responsibility of such institutions is that of 
preparing well qualified persons to teach. 

Professional courses in teacher education programs often have been ^ 
subjected to criticism whereas student teaching has been regarded as so 
obviously necessary and useful that it has escaped much of this unfavor- 
able attention. * Many writers are supportive of the fact that ^student 
teaching is the most important aspect of the teacher training- program. 

In most instances student teaching represents the culminating ex- 
perience of a preserv-ice teacher education program. It is a time de- 
signed to decide who can or cannot handle the^ responsibilities involved. 
The importance of sttident teaching has been emphasized by Meade as he 
states, "student teaching or" clinical training, if that term suits you 
better, is education's best training device for determining who should be 
a teacher." 

Kiose persons who have undergone the student teaching experience 
generally consider it the most valuable of the preservice professional 
courses and a worthwhile way of learning. Many student teachers, after, 
completing" the experience, indicate that it was more valuable to them 
than all of their other college experience combined. Historically, 

A — . 

Garth Sorenspn, "What is Learned in Practice Teaching?" (The Jour-- 
nal of Te_acher Education , XVIII (Sximmer, 196?), 173, 

^ward J- Meade, Jr, , "Student Teaching: Many a Slip Between the 
Cu^) and the Lip," Research and Professional Experiences in Teacher Edu-^ ' 
cation ^ The Association for Student Teaching Bulletin Number 20 (Dubuque, 
Iowa: William C. Brown Company, 19^3), '25. 



strodent teaching has hecome continually considered more aigaif icant and 

is spared the vociferous criticisms of xeptttable commentators. * It remains 

the least challenged area of teacher education No group 8:athority 

calls for the deemphasis of sti'dent teaching and its continuance and e3r>-- 

h - 

pansion are taken for granted. 

\ In the student' teaching experience the cooperating teacher is gener- 
ally considered as the key figure in working vith the college trainee. 
The apex of the preservice phase of teacher preparation ia a point at 
which a relationship "between the student teacher and the cooperating teacher 
is established. Bichards and Bohison, in a look at this phase of teacher . 
preparation, see the^ supervising teacher as the key person in the program of 
teacher education. It is their opinion that the cooperating teacher deter^ 
mines to a" great extent the success or failure of the yoiong student teacher.^ 

Knapp and Bray point out the importance of the cooperating teacher 
as they state: . 

■ The supervising teacher is without doubt the one with' whom -he (student 
teacher) maintains the closer, more cohtinous contact • Because he works 
with his supervising teacher every day, because he/ is evaluated both 
foxnally and iixformally, and because his future employment hangs in the 
baDan-^e, it will inevitably be the supervising teacher who wields the 
Bt:'on,5er, -more lasting influence, and from .whom he will most likely ac- 
quire the attitudes and skills which will serve to enrich or eviscerate 
his eventual instructional capability* Thus the quality of a new 
teacher's instruction is influenced in no small way by the quality of . 
the supervisory faculty member assigned to assist^Joim as a student tea- 
'cher. 



^Harold Eeynard, "Pre-service and In-service Education of Teachers," 
Heview af Educational Research, XXjail (October, 196U), 375« 

Gilbert Yee, "Interpersonal Relationships in the Student-Teaching 
Triad,'' Journal of Teacher Education- . XIX (Spring, 1968), 95* 

|„ ^Helen Richards and Elizabeth Bobison, "The Supervising Teacher in 
Teacher EJducation," The Supervising T eacher, Thirth-ei^th Yearbook of 
the Association for Student Teaching (Dubuque, Iowa: Villiam^C^ Brown, 
Incorporated, 1959), 2U. 

^al6 L. Knapp and Kathleen Bray, "Don't Underestimate the Importance 
of the Supervising Teacher," Clearing House , XL (October, 1965) » 10$. 



Asking student teachers who the most influential person is in their 

Student teaching experience will probably he answered with "the cooperating 

teacher"* Student teachers recognize the cooperating teacher as the per- 

7 

i^on with whom they interact in a most personalised fashion^ 

!Ehe' cooperating tieacher is considered as the lin^ in the professional 
chain who steadies the prospective teacher dxiring his initial period of 
classroom responsibility. The weakeiiing or breaking of this link means 
that other persona involved in the chain cannot function properly*, 
^ McAulay in his study concluded that "student teachers seem to be 
greatly influenced by the cooperating teacher." He saw this influence 

taJcing place particularly in the areas of methods of teaching, techniques 

' 8 
of classroom honsekeeping, and relationships with children, . 

The close working relationship between the cooperating teacher and the 
student teacher places considerable impoirfcance on how well these two people . 
are able to perform their responsibilities jointly. It places considerable 
iirrportance on how both the student teacher and the cooperating teacher per- 
ceive the role of the cooperating teacher. It is possible that the cooper- 
ating teacher may perceive his role in one way, but actually be communi- 
cating that role in an entirely different manner. . • V 

Hie student teacher is often in a dilemma during sttident teaching, 

not oiily trying to perceive his ovni role, but also contemplating the actual 

role being portrayed by the cooperating teacher. The successful" cooperat- 

/ - 
ing teacher can usxially adjust this role to provide gradual and continuous 

'Bernard Rabin* "Vho are Supervising Teachers?" The Su-pervisin^ 
.Teacher , Thirty-eighth Yearbook of the Association for Student Teaching 
(Dubuque, Iowa: William C. Brown, Incorporated, 1959), p. 2. 

ft * 

°J.2), McAulay, "How Much Influence Has a Co-operating Teacher?** 

Journal of Teacher Education . XI (March, i960), 82. 
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growth for the student teacher. Failure to successfully identify the 

role of the cooperating teacher and operate accordingly -may result in 

9 ' 

a relationship so poorly defined that no one knows what to do. 

One of the questions that can he aaked ahout the cooperating teacher's 
role Is concerned whether it raakes any difference if the cooperating 
teacher operates in a democratic fashion or in a more autocratic role. Such_ 
differences in perception of the role have heen classified and defined as - 
"open" or "closed" hy many writers such as Bills, ^ Eokeach, and Rogers. 
Eaerglhg from the behavioral sciences, the term "open" person is considered 
a favorable attribute for good teaching. This person does not rely on 
authority for solving probliems, has no compulsion to force changes, and 
believes others are deserving of a chance to develop , their own abilities as 
best they can. Theise marks of an individual could be considered the indi- 
cations of a good educator. There ^e also studies that indicate that stxidei^ 
teachers do not prefer a completely "free" type of cooperating teacher rple^. 
One of these, conducted by Cummins, found that student teachers preferred a 
guiding role as opposed to a freeing. role, . . ' 



.^Aleyae Clayton Haines, "Role Dilemmas in Student Teaching," Journal 
of Teacher. Education' ; YIII (March, 1957), p. 366, 

"•^i E. Bills, About People and Teaching (Lexington: Bureau of School 
Services, University of Kentucky, 1955), P- 26, 

"^M. Rokeach, The O pen and Closed Mind (New York s Basic Books, 1960). 
12" 

^„ _Carl.Ebgera, ."A Theory of Therapy, Personality, and Inter-Personal 
Eeiationshfi)s ;a"s; Davel^ in the Client-Centered Framework, " in Psychol og;y ; 
A_ Study of Science , ed,^-by Sigimind Koch "(New Yrok: McGraw-Hill, 1959)7 
pp. 18U-256. • • • 

.''Robert' E.Cuimiina, ••'Role Study in Teacher Training: A Sequel," 
Journal of Ediicational Sociology, XXXV (November, I961), 120, ? 



statement of the Problem 

Tho cooperating teacher and student teacher both perceive a certain 
role for the cooperating teacher to perform dtiring the strident teaching 
eacperience. As mentioned ahove, some cooperating teachers axe more *'open" 
and democratic and perform a role as a cooperating teacher educative in 
nature. Other cooperating teachers are more "closed" and autocratic and 
operate in a fashion more domineering and jjistructive. Perhaps the stu- 
dent teacher and cooperating teacher perceive this role in the same way 
or perhaps in entirely different vays. It is also possible that the 
student teacher may prefer the cooperating teacher to play a role complete- 
ly different from the one actually performed. 

At the end of the student teaching experience the cooperating teacher 
is always asked to rate the effectiveness of his student teacher during 
the quarter. This evaluation becomes a part of the permanent record 
files of the student teacher and may have considerable influence on his 
success in obtaining a teaching position. . 

Sometimes the student teacher may be asked to rate his satisfaction 
with his student teaching experience at the end of the quarter. Regardless 
of whether the student teacher is asked to rate the experience or not, in 
his own mind he does determine how satisfied he has been during the 
quarter with his student teaching assignment and with the cooperating 
teacher with whom he has been working. — 

The first question -that this study is. askingJLs,„J!a}oes-the 'ef^^ 
ness rating of the student teacher or the student teacher's satisfaction 
with his experience have any relationship to bow the cooperating teacher 
perceived his role when compared to how the student teacher either perceives 
or prefers that the cooperating teacher carry out his role?" The possi- 
bility is suggested that seeing these roles in different ways may have some 
bearing on the effectiveness rating and the satisfaction with the exper- 
ience. By-comparing matches of both perceptions and preferences with 



effectiveness ratings and satiufaction scoif^s answers to chQ question, 
posed above can be obtained, •^fk? 

A second question relating to the sex of the student xeacher can 
also be asked* Does it make any difference in the performsoice rating or 
satisfaction score when comparing preferences and perceptions of the co- 
operating teacher and studlent teacher when the esx of the student teacher 
is considered? This relationship can also be examined by analysing both 
matches and non-matches, * * ^ ^ 

A third question involving the grade level of the student teaching 
experience can also be examined. Does the elementary student teacher differ 
from the secondary stu(?.ent teacher in either effectiveness rating or sat- 
isfaction score when perceptions and "preferences of the cooperating 
teacher's role are compared? The relationship between student teachers 
at the elementary and secondary levels will be compared. 

Hypotheses . ■ ^ 

As a resu].t of the questions raised above, the following hypotheses 
yere examined for this study: ^ - 

Hypothesis 1A , — There is no difference between the mean effectiveness 
ratings of student teachers whose preferred cooperating teacher role matches 
the student teacher's perceived cooperating teacher role and those stti^erit 
teachers whose preferred cooperating teacher role does not match the stu- 
jien.t-^teacher| S"i)ercei'VBd^oo^ 

Hypothesis 1B , — ^Differences in the effectiveness ratings between the 
groups of student teachers in 1A above are similar for male or female . 
elementary or secondary student teachers. 

H ypothesis 2A , — There is no difference between the mean effectiveness 
ratings of student teachers whose perceived cooperating teacher role 
taatches the cooperating teacher's perceived role and those student tea- 
chers whose perceived cooperating teacher role does. not. match the 



cooperating teacher's perceived role. 

j^ypothesls .2B. -—Differences in the effectiveness ratings hetveen 
the sronsB of student teachers in 2A ahove' are similar for male or fe- 
inale elementary or secondary student teachers. 

Hypothesis ,3A. —There is no difference hetween the mean effective- 
ness ratings of student teachers whose preferred cooperating teacher role 
-matches the cooperating teacher's perceived role and those student teacherps 
whose preferred cooperating teacher role does not match the cooperating 
teacher's perceived role. 

Bypothesis_ — ^Differences in the effectiveness ratings between 
the groups of 'student -^eachera -in 3A above are s.imilar for male or female 
elementary or secondary student teachers. ^ 

Hypothesis I4. —There is no difference hetween~the mean satisfaction 
scores for those student teachers vhose preferred cooperating teacher 
role matches the student teacher's perceived cooperating teacher role and 
those student teachers whose preferred cooperating teacher role does not 
match the student teacher's perceived, cooperating teacher role. 

Hypothesis l^B — Differenced^ the mean satisfaction scores between 
the groups of student teachers in kA above are similar for male or female 
ifelementary or secondary student teachers. 

Hypothesis .^A — There is no difference between the, mean satisfaction 
scores for those student teachers whose perceived cooperating teacher 
role matches the cooperating teacher's perceived role and those student 
teachers whose perceived cooperating teacher role does not match the 
cooperating teacher's perceived role. z . 

Hypothesis 5B.— Differences in the" mean satisfaction scores between 
the groups of student teachers in 5A above are similar for male or fen^e 
elementary or secondary student teachers. 

. Hypothesis. 6A.~There is no • dif f eraxice between the mean satisfaction 
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scores for thpee student teachers \diose pMf erred- cooperating teax^hei^ role"^ 
matches the cooperating teaxjher's perceived roi© and those. student teachers 
idiose preferred cooperating teacher role does not match the cooperating 
teacher's perceived rqle. ■ ' . 

gn)othesi3 6B , — ^Differences in- the mean satisfaest^on scores "between the 
groups of student teachers in 6a ahove are siuiilar for male or fern^e 
e'lementary or secondary student teachers. 

gsrpo thesis 7A , — There is no difference in the individual factor means 
on the Purdue Student-Teacher Opinionaire for the "raptort with students" 
fatctorv the '^rapport with other teachers" fac^^-jr, the "student teaching ^ 
load** factor, the "teaching as a profession'*, .t actor, and the "rapport with 
cooperating teacher" factor for those student teachers whose preferred co- 
operating teacher role matches the student teacher's perceived cooperating 
teacher role and those student*^ teachers whose pref erased cooperating j^eacher 
role does not ° match the student teacher's perceiVed cooper&ting -fceacher role. 

gypothesis 7B . —Differences in the individual factor meajieT for, the ' 
groups -of student teachers in 7A ahove are similar for liaale or female 
elementary br secondaJ^ sinident teachers. 

Hypothesis 8a . —There i-s no difference in the individual factor means 
on the Purdue Student-Teacher Opinionaire for the "rapport with students" 
factor, , the "rapport with other teachers" factor, the "student teaching 
load'I factor, the^ "teaching as a profession" factor, and the "rapport with 
cooperating teacher" factor for those" student teachers whose -perceived 
cooperating teacher role matchea the cooperating teacher's perceived role 
and those student teachers whose perceived cooperating teacher role does 
not match the cooperat^in^ teacher's perceived role. 

Hypothesis — ^Differences in the indiyi^^^ factor means for the 
groups of student teachers in 8a ahove are similar for male or femal^ 
elementary or secondary student teachers. / 




^rpothesis 9A . — There is no difference in the ^individual factor means 

on the Purdue Student-Teacher Opinionaire for the. "rapport with students'! 

factor, -the "rapport nith dther '^teachera" factor, the ''student teaching 

load!* factor, the "teaching as a profession" factor J and the "rapport with 

" cooperating teacher" factor -f or thtfse student teachers >Uose preferred co- 

operating teacher role matches the cooperating teacher's perceived role 

and those student teachers whose preferred cooT)erating-4;€acher r6l6 does 

not match the cooperating teacher's perceived role. 

?gypothesis 9B , — ^Differences" in the iJadividual f adtor means for the 
• ^ ^ . ... . I ^ ; 

gro\ips ^ of*' student teachers in 9A^ahove ape e^^xailar for male pr female 

: . . • • ~ • • 

elementary or secondary student teachers. ' * . * 

Definition -of termtf ' • ' . , " » v 

. ^ ' < - . , ■ ^ , ^ ' - ' " ' i ■ 

Some of the terms used .in this study have" a variety of meanings' in 

I ■ ' ft • 

educational literature. The following def initions «af terms give the' mean- 
ing applied to ejacfi term as it has "been used in this document. * 

Student Teaching . — An intensive and continuous .period of "fall--day" ' 
experience, with a g%en group of learners uninterrupted by campus classes, 
and where, under the compe*tent guidance of a cooperating teacher and a * 
campus supefrvlspr, many of ^ha ma^or responsihili'ties in planning and 
di'^ecting the lesiming process can he carried .out. 

St-gdent Teacher . — A college student who is "acquiring practical teach- 

<i * _ _ 

ing experience and skill under the guidance of a cooperating teacher or f 
other qualified -oerson. ^ - ^ o 

' *. Cooperating Teacher * — 'A regularly employe^L teacher Selected' to super- 
vise, student teasers who'- i^as full responsibility for a group of learners, 
and to, whom 'a student teacher is assigned for guided pre-rservice teaching 
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''^CartiSr V. Good, Dictionary of Educa^^n (New York: McGraw-Hill Book 
Compaaay, Inc., 1959) t p. 530. - ~- . . 

■ 9 ' ' ^ 
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experience, This' person is also refeiered to as a Bupervislng teacher. 

Perception . ~An awareness of external objects, conditions, and, in 
this study, relationships with people as a result of sensory stinrulation. 

Role , -^Behavior t)at terns of functions escpected of or carried out by 
an individual in a given societal context, 

Instructor ,— One who imparts knowledge, domihates, acts in a directive 

. ■ ■ ' • • ■ ' ■ . . • . " ' • ' . . <^ . " 

manher/ln directing student teacher activities and makes, decisions as a 

' ' ' ' a . _ ■ . "'^^ • 

, . . ; . , . . • . • . ■ ' N • 

cooperating teacher, by hJjnsclf. . 

Educator , ■'-One who contributes to the development of others a^ quality 
of achievement or performance higher than usual, stresses democratic 
aQtiaaj-.-all«^ student teacher to participate in analyzing and determining 
objectives, materials, and methods . used in, the classroom. 

Extreme , — ^Utmost or farthest limit or degree, excessive. 

Moderate , — ^Not; excessive in degree, within reasonable limits, medium 
qjialif^----:—-;^.,.,../ 



Open Yersoh ,~Positive attitude toward himself and otliers, changes 

more readily,, concerned with the , central aspects ;0f a problem add how he 

...... - ^- ■ ■ ■ ■ ^ 

' ■ ■ ■ 17 

mnxst change, accepts responsibility for his own behavior. 

Closed Person , — Apt to hold negative ..attitudes, deals .with small and 

peripheral aspects of probleiai^.' c^ ^^'^f how others must change, 

feels compelled to dp what others: tell him to do, does'not! agdume responsi- 

ibility f6r his deciaipns. 



^^Good, op. clt . . p. 539 (definition modified for tise in this study^ 

'' ^ibid .. p. U71. ' , 

/^"^Chester R. Freeze, "On' Becoming an Open Supervisor , " Hiph ScHool 
Jottmal . LIII (Mardh, 1970)", 355-356. .. ^ • 



Preference*— A favorable evfltiuatioii of an object, course of action, end 
or In this study, an^ individual as compared to other 'possibilities that are 
rejected. A selection tKat may be intellectual or emotional in origin, 
but Is always volitional at least Ip the act of choosing. 

Performance . — Actual accomplishment of the student teacher in the**=^class- 
room as distingaished f-^ ibility, capacity, or aptitude. 

Rating Scalje . — Bv{ i c> _c with suggestive points for c ^ '.ng 

used to compare performance of one student teacher with that of other student 
teachers or generally accepted standards, ' 

Effectiveness « — 'Biegree to which a student teacher produces and accom- - '^ 
plishes the intended or desired results or outcomes expected of a beginning 

■ ■ ■ ■ . .' • . ■ . ■ • 1 r • 

teacher based on a definite scale, objectives, or characteristics considered 
necessary for a classroom teacher. 

Satisfaction . — State or feeling that needs, expectations, desires, and 
requirements of student teaching' have 'been attained, and doubts and fears 
about teaching have, been alleviated. 

Purdue Students-Teacher Opinionaire . — ^An instrument designed to measure 
student morale which is broken down into twelve factors or categories. 
In this study, it. is the iiistrument used to measure student teacher satis- 
faction/wit^^ the student teaching experience. 

Importance of the Study 
This study should be of importance to various groups or institutions 
in the planning and placement of stoident teachers. The decision to match 
the cooperating teacher and the : student teacher has been reviewed in a ; 



-'Carter V. Good, Dictionary of Education (New York: • McGraw-Hill 
•Book , Company, Inc. , 1959), p. U08. " 

^^Wlph R.'Bentley and^Jo-Ann Price, Manual for the Purdue Student- 
Teacher Opinionaire (Vest Lafayette, Indiana: University Book Store., 1972), 
I* 

■ ^ \, 11- 



number of studies. The need for eompatibility is pointed out by Chaltas 
as he lists a number of writers who see this particular factor as signifi- 
cant. The effect of conflict in the perceptions of the cooperating teacher, 
and the student teacher and the preferences of the student teacher needs to 
he studied, partictiiarly as they may affect the student teacher's performance 
and satisfaction. Moat studies indicate that matching the cooperating 
teacher and student teacher woulu be ^ tive, althou^ Leslie doubts the 

ability of those people involved to ^^^ntifV the ri^t variables. He suggests 
that fuirther research in this area is needed. 22 

/ • ■ • 

This study is also important to those institutiona responsible 'for 

sdlectiug those persons who are to serve as cooperating teachers. Again^ 

if the relationship points out tlie need for matching perceived or preferred 

... a .... . .... . ■ • ■ . .. 

roles for the cooperating teacher, it will be of benefit. In the school system 
involved in this study the same certificated staff members continually sezrve 
as cooperating teachers. If matching or not matching student tea<dtie;r per- 
ception and preferences -with the cooperating teacher's perceived role shows 
differences in student teacher effectiveness or student teacher satisfaction, 
then those combinations should be selected that give the best results, and- _ 
the cooperating teachers chosen should be used on the basis of how they 
combine best with certain student teachers. 

With the student teaching Experience constantly growing in importance 
in the teacher education program, efforts to learn as much about the experience 
and the people involved should continue. This study should be of value in 
finding out more about the relationship of those persons involved and help 
the student teaching program . function ioaore effectively and more efficiently. 



.'\ 21john G. Chaltas, "Studient Teaching: Assignment and Misassigmnent ," 
JoTHmal of Teacher Education , X71 (September, 1965) , 3lU; ' 

^ Larry L. Leslie, '^Matching Student Teachers with Cooperating Teacher??: 
A Fruitful Effort?" Journal of Teacher Education . XXII (Fall,. 1971) i 306. 



. Limitations of the Study . ^ 

There are a few limitations in this study that need to he stated, 
The student teachers involved in this study have been liciited to those college 
students doing their student teaching during the spring quarterf 1973 • The 
school system used is considered a small city, middle class educational 
operation. No efforts were made to match. the student teachers with their 
cooperating teachers. The combinations used were as assigned by the University's 
Student Teaching Of ^' . 

No effor vas ^ .a separate the specta^^^^axea^ teachers such 

as art, music, phy«j..^...j. education,, or speech and hearing from the student . 
teachers in the academic areas. At the^econdary level both student teachers 
in the academic areas and the vocational areas were Included. 

The Purdue Student-Teacher Opinlonaire was considered a valid and 
reliable instirument to measure student teacher satisfaction. The rating 
scale used to measure , student teacher effectiveness was used as a simple 
measure to gain a comparison of the student teacher's performance as compared 
to other student teachers with whom the cooperating teacher had worked. 
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II. MEWHODOIOGY .AltD COLLECTIOIJ OP DATA 

Methodology ^ '>.,-' " 

The population of this investigation was composed of: (l) 98 student 
teachers student t eaching. during the spring quaxter, 1973f and (2) 98 co- 
operating teachers serving as cooperating teachers during the spring quarter, 
1973« Pifty- three of the student teachers and cooperating teachers were from 
the elementary level, K-6. The other hS student teachers and cooperating" 
teachers wbrkr ' nt the secondary level, 7-1 2 » Thirty-two of the student 
tec .<i> : and 66 were female. Of the cooperating teachers, 27 

were male and 71 female. The student teachers were not placed at random, / 
vbut were assigned as placed by the Director of Student Teachings All of the 
. student teachers completed the check list indicating their choices of both 
perceived and preferred cooperating teacher roles from the four descriptive 
models presented during the ei^th week of the eleven weeks of student 

teaching'. The cooperating teachers also ccjoopleted their ch^^ list durisig 

■ . ■ . . ■ ■ , ' . 

the eigjith week of the quarter indicating v perceution of their role frsorn 

■ -'I ^ \ '■ / . 

the fflune four descriptive models presented i;he studenit teachers. Ths^ 
stMteit teacherfl complected the Purdue Studerat^7@acher Opiril onalre durin:g-i:he 
fiiKsL week, of student teaching. The rating :aie used to deteimii^e sttcragsii 
teacher effectiveness was completed by the cooperating teachers during 
final , week of student teaching. 

A preliminary study of the four descriptive rples for cooperating 
teachers was carried oirz in early April, 15*0 1 with, forty cooperating teachers 
working with another Unr^ersity. The. four ^sscri-ptive models were presented 
to^ ^bwn to have them indicate^ their perception of their role. The purpose of 
ttfa^ipreliminaiy study was to test the four descriptive models for clarity 
aniL-_:i2nderstanding. ' ■ ^ " 

Desi;m of the study 

The design of this study is a factorial 'analysis of variance. The 



fac^torlal design has become inci^asingly more popular as evidenced in. 
educational .research /literature. This type of design peimits the effects 
of two or more independent variables to he studied simultaneously. It is 
considered higji in internal validity ^ It is Wonoinical' inasmuch- as"it— 
permits a single design rather than separate designs for each of the vari- 
ables. It 'also provides for the investigating of any interactions that ml^t 
occur between the variables.^ - IThe analysis of variance, developed by 

y ■ ■ ■ • •• 

B# A* Pisher, "is a method for dividing the variation observed in experi- 
mental data into different porta, each part assigoable to a knovn source, 
cause, or factor. The analysis of variance assumes that the "several 
groups of observations can be treated as random samples from the populations." 
It also assumes that if the populations differ, the differences \are found 
in the means. ^ 

lnclt:ded ±n this stuiiy are four models describing the role of the co- 
oi>eratin£ tea^isr. These anodels describe the techniques uaed by the cooper- 
ating teaeiaffr la carry out his supervisory responsibilities. 

The inf'ii.Ijfju ol this, study is a U x 2 x 2 factorial analysis of vasntanee. 
The desj^sn-Ss ilMstfatea in3'lgure 1. The two dependent variables to its 
iirvestigiisBsS simnfltaneously are student teacher effectiveness and .student 
teacher _?^Hetxsiactti on. The three independent variables are groups, grade 
level, aaBi sex. The varfecble groups has four levels:"^ matdied instructttr, 
match edaaUJ^ttPr^ non-matched positive, and non-matched negative. Clarifi- 
cation, of ^ese combinations is explained rselow. For coding purposes, the 

■ 1 

ViUisn: Wffirsma, Research Methods in Jiducatlon (Uev York: J. B. 
Lipplncott (CantpaqcKy, 1969), pp. 23i|-235. \ ~ ^ ^ 

2 ,\ 
GeoiapB JL. Jferguson, -StatigticaX:;iAnaly5is in Psychology and Education 
(Hew York: McGravr-Eill Book Company,, 1966), p. 28l. • ~ . 

^ierssaa^ cct, cit ., p. 86. 

15 ■ • " ■ ' . ... . ' ■ 
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extreme instructor role was numbered 1, the moderate instructor role 
was numbered 2 , the moderate educator role was numbered 3 , and the extreme 
educator role vas numbered U. For identification purposes each role was 
labeled as follows: The extreme instructor-i-Cooperating Teacher Jones, 
the moderate instructor — Cooperating Teacher Smdthj the moderate educator, 
Cooperating Teacher Adams, and the extreme educator — Cooperating Teacher 



Brown, The variable grade level had two levels: elementary and secondary. 
Elementary level included grades kindergarten throu^ sixth grade* Second- 
ary level included grades seven throu^. twelve. The varia^''e , L.l^. 
two levels:, male and female. 

Tte matched instructor groups included the following situations: 

1, Both the student teacher and cooperating teachex' selected .the 
extreme, instructor :role, 

2, Both the student teacher and cooperating teacher selected the 
moderai;e instructor role - 

, 3« The stu&nt teachernselected the extreme instructor role, iand 

the cooperating taaciiBr selected the moderate instructor role, or the 

reverse of these se^ctions. 

4, The student teacher's perceived and preferred selections were 

either both the extreme instructor roie, or the moderate instructor role, 

' ■ ^ J- \ 

OT one. of each of the two choices, extreme instructor and moderate 

instructor. ^ * 

fflie matched educator groups included the foilowing situations: 

^. Both the student teacher and cooperatii^ teacher selected the 

eartreme educator role, 

■ . ■ . ... y . 

2, Both the student teacher and. the coopearating teacher selected 
Ifee: moderate educator role, 

3- The student teacher selected the extreme educator role, and the 
CToperating teacher selected the .moderate educator role, or the reverse 
of these selections* 20 ' 



k* The student teacher's' perceived and preferred selections were 
either both the extreme educator role, or the moderate educator role, or one 

of each of the two choices, extreme educator and moderate educator • 

ffn. ^ ■ ^ . • 

She non-matched positive groups included the following situations: 

1. The cooperating teacher perceived himself as an instructor, "but ^ 
the student teacher perceived the cooperating teacher as an educator, 

2. The cooperating teacher perceived himself rb an iriBtructor, I, it 
student teacher preferred the cooperating teacher role of an educator, 

3» The .student teacher perceived his cooperating teacher in an instructor' 
rolfi, hat he preferred a ocoirperating teacher in an .educator' s role, 

Tfe Tion*-matched negaszcve groups included the following sittiations: 
The cooperating TtBacher. perceived himself as an educator, "by the 
8tuden±b teacher perceivedrthe cooperating teacher as an instructor. 

2* The cooperating ^acher perceived' himself as an educator, but the 
stxDdent: teacher pref errec:^ the cooperating teacher role of an instructor, 

3« The student teacheir perceived his cooperating teacher in an educator's, 
role, but te preferred a cooperating teacher in an instructor's role. 

The 1| X 2 X 2 factorial design gives sixteen cells to be used in this 

/■ . . ... • _ 

study* The sixteeft- cells include the following: - (l) elementary male 
matched, instanictor, (2) elementary fiemale matched instructor, (3) elementary 
male matchedr'^educator, (U) elementary female matched educator, (5) elementary 
male nonfat chad positive, (6) elementary female non-matched positive, 
(T) elementaa^r male non-matched -negative, (8) elementary female non-matched 
.nsigative, (9.) secondary male matched instructor, (10) secondary female"~mat^jiieTi — 
iHBtructor, (l1^)x^condary male matched educator, (12) secondary female 
mat^ched educsior, (T3)^secondary male non-matched positive, "secondary 
female non-matched positive, secondary male non-matched negative-", and 

(16) secondary female non-matched negative, - 

^8. ' ■ 
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In^ dealing with the analysis of variance, it will be necessary] to 
determine P ratios between groups, between grade levels, and between sex. 
InteractipnP ratios are needed for Grade Level x Sex^ Grade Level x Groups, 
Groups X Sex, Grade Level x Sex x Groups, plus the within sum of squares. 

Instruments used in the stu ciy 

To find a way for student teachers and cooperating teacher to examine 
the role of the cooperating teacher, fourrdescriptive models of the cooperating 
teacher's role were prepared « These fourrmodels were used to portray the 
following four types of cooperating teacisrs; (l) extreme instructor, 
(2) moderate instructor, (3) moderate edunator, and (U) extreme, educator, 
oThe four descriptions were to range from the cooperating teacher who is 
quite authoritative and domineering to tte one who is more permissive and 
democratic in his role. For purposes of this study the extreme instructor 
was labeled Cooperating Teacher Jones, the moderate instructor was named 
Cooperating Teacher .Smith, the moderate educator was titled Cooperating 

.Teacher Adams, ari^ the extreme educator was listed as Cooperating Teacher 

/ ' . . ■ ■ 

Brdwp. 

Cooperating Teacher Jones is considered in the extreme instructor role. 
This cooperating teacher believes he must direct each move the student teacher 
makes. His philosophy might be described as follows: "Student teaching is 
a time "for the cooperating teacher to pass on his Jcaowledge and experience 
to th6' student teacher, in order for the student teacher to adopt a similar 
approach and philosophy to teaching." 

Cooperating Teacher Smith is considered the moderate instructor type 
who is willing to give the student teaciier some freedom^- but still expects 
to control many of the classroom respozisibilitieBr being carried out by the 
student teacher. This cooperating teacher's philosophy mi^t be described 

.1? . 
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as follows: "Student teaching is a time for the cooperating teacher to use 

• ■ «• 

his knowledge and expedience to guide the student teacher in finding 
approaches that > ^he cooperating teac and dstuder '- tekcher agree are 
feasible for . va. nt teacher," — 

Cooperating Teacher Adams is considered the moderate educator type 
who maintains some control over the student teacher, but also permit ' the- • - 
student teacher to make some of his o\m decisions during the quarter. His 
philosophy could he described as follows: . "Student teaching is a time for " 
the student teacher to examine the cooperating teacher's approached and then, 
with the guidarpe of the cooperating teacher, sort out and use alifernatives 
that best fit the student teacher' s personality." 

Cooperating Teacher Brown is considered the extreme educator type who 
permits the student teacher to make rnany of his own decisions, with ^idance, 
but feels no need to direct each move that is made. His philosophy mi^t^ 
be described as follows: "Student teaching is a time for the student teacher 
to. discover his own procedures and teaching styles, and €ot the cooperating^ 
teacher to be available for guidance when desired by the student teacher," 

These four descriptions have been written to include the same basic 
ideas in each, but varied to fit the type of role suggested by the above 
labels. The descriptions are all of approximately^ the same length. The ; 
models were not presented to the cooperating teachers in the order presented 
here, but scrambled in order to break up any continuity that mi^t be 
detected in reading one mcidel after thae other, 

^The second . instiimiusxt used in this study consisted of a rating scale 
dealing with student teacher effectiveness, A xiine point scale was devised 
for the cooperating teachers to check their evaluation. One (l) on the 
scale was considered low, five (5) as a-vsrage, and nine (9) as hi^. The 
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cooperating teachers compared the effectiveness of their present student 



teacher with other student teachers with whom they had worke(i* It. was 
necessary for them to place a check mark above the nximher on th§ scale which * 



most closely rated the effectiveness of their student teacher* A description 
of marks made at points 1, 5f and 9» was^ stated on the check sheet for their 
guidance* These descriptions ^^re as follows: 

1 • Student teacher ranks in lowest ten per cent of all student teachers 
I have worked with as a cooperating teacher. Numerous conflicts were , 



evident in the relationship with both pupils and codperating teacher. There . 
was difficulty in ob.taining results in the classTOom. 



5 - Siudent ; teacher ranks as about average of all student teachers I 
have worked with ap a cooperating teacher. The student teacher was able to 
work with both the pupils and the cooperating teacher. The results obtained 
J.A the classroom would be classified as average. 



9 - Student teacher ranks in higjaest ten per cent of all student - 
teacher I have worked with as a. cooperating teacher. Student teacher was 



highly effective in working with pupils and established an excellent 
^relationship with. both the pupils and the cooperating teacher. Excellent 
results were :obtained in the classroom* 



These descriptions were deemed adequate to permit the cooperating teachers 
to distinguish where their present student teachers; b^lon^d on the scale. 

The third instrument used in this study was the Purdtze Student-Teacher 

, . i ■ ■ 

Opinionaire^ The instrument was designed to measure student teacher 

■ ^ . ' . . ■ ■ 

morale and, specifically in this study, student teacher satisfaction. The 

Opinionaire is divided into twelve factors which break student teacher morale 

Juto some of its dimensions. As stated in the Manual ♦ "the Purdue Studentf 



Teacher Opinionalre provides valid and reliable information about the xiattire 
of morale prohlems which- concern student teachers,"^ It canTje used to make 
comparisons among student teachers grouped hy grade levels, subject matter ^ 
areas, and, school settings* The Opinionaire is useful in^investigatihg 
these concerns as it permits insists to he gained into ways of assisting 

student teachers and, hopefully, 'improving teacher education progi?axa8,5 

. - ■ . . ■ . y 

In this study, only five of the twelve factors have been used. The 

five factors included aire: rapport with students, rapi>ort with other 

teachers, student teaching load, teaching as a profession, and report with 

the cooperating teacher. These five factors make up a total of 1+9 items 

of the 100 included in the Opinionaire. ^.There are four possible answers 

that could be selected by the student teachers. These include? agree, 

possibly agree, possibly disagree, ana. disagree. The scoring of individual 

items is accomplished in the following manner: (l) Vhen "agree" is the 

keyed response (a positive item), the wei^ts are as follows: agree — 1;, 

possibly agree— 3, possibly disagree~2, disagree — 1, and (2) when "disagree" 

is the keyed response (a negative item),, the weil^ts are as follows: 

' ■ .1 ■ ■ ^ ' ' ■ 

agree — 1, possibly agree~-2, possibly disagree — 3» and disagree~U. Scoring 

can be handled either by hand or by computerT^ ' - • - ^-^ _ — ^ 

■ " ■ . ^ ' '' ■ - 

Collection of the data . , . - 

The data for this study were collected in a number of ways. The 
•.materials for the preliminary study of the descriptive roles by the forty 
coopesrating teachers were distributed *by mail. The four descriptive roles. 



■ .- I, • • . . 

^Ralph R. Bentley and Jo-Ann Price, Manual for the Purdue Student- . 
Teacher Opinionaire (V/est lafayette^indiana: University Book. Store, 1972) , 

^ibid, p. 7 ^ . ' 2 5 V - . ^ 
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a letter of introduction, and the iCL^truction* sheet were mailed to each 



cooperating^ t'^acher, Th^ names of these cooperating teachers and their. ^ 
addresses were taken from a booppfating university's mailing list./". 

After concluding. that, the four* descriptive models' were satisfactorily 
designed, the madels were submitted, with sli^t "^revisions, -to the cooperating 
teachers and student teachers. ^leetinjjs were scheduled with all of the 

student teachers and cooperating teachers within each building for this. 

• , '3 • , - • ■ ■ 

purpose. These meetings were conducted by the writer. A separate letter . 

of introduction to the study was given to each student teacher and cooperating 
teacher. !Ehey were assured, that their "responses would remain confidential. 
An instjTUction sheet, with blanks for checking their responses, was hsinded 
to them along with the four descriptive, models of cooperating teacher roles. 

Each person vds also "given an envelope in which to place their Instruction 

• . ■ ■ .■ ^ ■ ■ « . 

sheet after completion. The sefi^-^cL enveloped were collected and tab\zlated 
by the writer. , r ^ ^ <^ ' 

During the last week of student teacjJiLihg, the writer met with each 

• ' 3 ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ • 

group, of student ^ teachers to administer the^. Purdue Student-Teacher Opinionaire. 
PoCTif^'A was used to measure^'^student teacher satisfaction. The<^student 
teacliers were given as much time^ as needed: to respond to the 100 items. 
They were asked to respond to all of the 100- items, although only* U9 were 
actually used in this study. The responses were made by the student, teachers 
on the form itself by circling the 'answers xyf $heir choibe. Student - 
teachers returned the completed Form A. in a sealed envelope provided for . 
this purpose. The results of the Purdue Student-Teacher Opinionaire were, 
calculated and totaled by the writer for the averages needed, and a score = 

^ - " . ■ , • ; ■ . H- 

for each 6f the student teachers on ea.ch factor was figured. In addition, 
an average score for the U9 items answered for use in- this sjrudy was also 



computed* A jgrand mean for .each^ factor for all student teachers, was 
calculated along with a grand mean for the composite scores of all student 
teachers* ' ; ^ ■. ♦ 

The cooperating teachers were asked to check the rating scale provided 
during the final week of student teaching* Individual contacts were made 
with each cooperating teacher* The cooperating teacher was given a letjex 
of eacplanation of the purpose of the rating scalfe, and' instruction sheet 
which, included the- rating sciale, and an envelope in whi-ch-^to-^etuajn- the 
rating scale and to guarantee confidentiality>*~-;{Ihe-resru^ 

- ^ ...... ^ •• " - o- - . ..... .. 

■ o ■ 

scales were tabulated and repordjsd .by the writer* A grand mean for 
effectiveness was calculated for. all student teachers*. All of the cooperating 
teachers returned their rating scales* , 

An IBM card was prepared, which included an identification number for 
each student teacher, his sex, his. grade level, his ii^ppbrt with students 
mean score, his rapport with other teachers mean score, his student teaching 
loajd mean score, his teaching as a profession mean score, his rapport with 
the cooperating teacher mean score, the composite five factors mean score, 
his^ effectiveness rating, his choice of preferred cooperating teacher role, 
his choice of perceived cooperating teacher role, and his cooperating 
teacher's perceived role* 

Three sets of IBM cards, were prepared because of the following three 

possible combinations; (l) student teacher preference and student teacher 

perception, (2) student teacher perception and cooperating teacher perception, 

(3) student teacher preference and cooperating teacher perception* 'The * 

' ■" . *• \ ' ' " .■ . / . • 

computer program used to analyze the data submitted Was a BMDO^V* The , 

materials were tested at the computer center at the .University' s computer 

center. ■'. . /■ ' 



III. CONCLUSIONS Am HSCOMMENDATIONS 

Conclusions 

The only hypothesis dealing with "groups" where significance was found 
occurred with the "rapport with cooperating teacher" factor on the Purdue. 
Student-Teacher Opinionaire between student teachers whose perceived 
cooperating teacher role matpfe^da^their preferred cooperating teacher role 
and those student teachers Whose perceived cooperating teacher role did not 
match their preferred cooperating teacher role. The matched educator group 
-scored- signific^iU^f^hi^e^ either the matched instructor group or the 



non-matched positive grouj)^ Th^s, those istudent, teachers who perceived 



and preferred a more "open" role for the cooperating teacher scored hl^er 
than those student teachers who perceived and preferred a more "closed" 
role, or whose preferences- suid perceptions did not match. No other null 
hypothesis proposed for "groups" in the study was rejected. 

Differences in effectiveness ratings and satisfaction scores, when 

' ' ■ ■ ■ . ■ ■ ■' ' ■ 

comparing elementary and secondaiT' student teachers, were not significant 

for any of . the proposed hsrpbtheses except for the "rapport with ^cooperating 

teacher" factor of the Purdue Student-Teacher Opinionaire where the student 

teachers' preferred role for the cooperating teacher vas compared to the 

cooperating teachers' perceived" role. / In this* situation, elementary student 

teachers scfored significantly hi^er than the secondary student teachers. 

No other null hypotheses pertaining to "grade level" were rejected. 

Differences in erfectiveness ratings and sa'^isfaction scores, when 

■ ^ '.< ' • . '■ • 

comparing male and female ietuderit, teachers, were significant frequently 

■■ . " ' ■ ■ ' ' . 

throu^out the i^tudy^ A significant difference was found in the effectiveness 
iratings and the composite • satisfaction scores for those student teachers 
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whose preferred cooperating teacher role matched the student teacher'>s 
perceived cooperating teacher role and those student teachers whose preferred 
cooperating teacher role did not match the student teacher's perceived 
cooperating teacher role. In these instances, the female student teachers 
had mean ratings and scores hi^eir than the male student teachers'^ Other 
null hypotheses dealing with effectiveness ratings were tenahle* 

Differences in satisfaction scores for male and female student teachers 
were also found for student .teachers whose preferred cooperating teacher role 
matched the cooperating teacher's perceived role and those student teachers 
whose preferred cooperating teacher role did libt, match the cooperating 
teacher's perceived role. These differences were significant for the composi" 
satisfaction scores on the Purdue Student-l'eacher Opinionaire and for two of 
the individual factoids, "teaching as a profession" and "rapport with 
cooperating teacher." 

In addition, several of the Purdue Student-Teacher Opinionaire factors . 
were significant when comparing those student teachers whose preferred 
coojperating teacher role matched the student teacher's perceived cooperating 
teacher role and those student teachers whose preferred cooperating teacher 
role did not match the student teacher's perceived cooperating teacher role. 
These fac^tors included the "student teacher load" factor, the "teaching 
as a profession" factor, and the "rapport with cooperating teacher" factor. 

Ir, all of the hypotheses ahove, pertaining to differences "between mean 

scores for male and female student teachers, the. female student teachers 

• 6 ■ ■ • - " " ■■ •• • • ■ . 

■ . . . . ■ ■ , 

scored significantly hi^er than the male student teachers. No other null 
hypotheses on "sex" differences were rejected. 

vSignificant interactions were ^prevalent throu^out the study. There was 
no isignificant interactions ^.when the effectiveness ratings were examined. . 
Significant interactions between "grade level" and "sex" were found when 



comparing those student teachers whose prf erred cooperating teacher role 
matched the student teacher's perceived cooperating teacher role and those 
student teachers whose preferred cooperating teacher role did not match the 
student teacher's perceived cooperating teacher role. These differences 
occurred on the composite satisfaction scores and the "rapport with cooperating 
teacher" factor. Significairr^nteractions were also found when comparing 
those student teachers whose preferred cooperating teacher role matched the 
cooparating teacher ' s perceived role and those student teachers, whose 
preferred cooperating teacher role did not match the cooperating teacher's 
perception. These differences were found for the composite satisfaction 
scores on the Purdue Student-Teacher Opinionaire as well as the "teaching as a 
profession" factor and the "rappoirt with cooperating teacher" factor. 

Interactions in several situations in the study were significant between 
"grade level," "sex," and "groups." These interactions occurred when comparing 
student teachers whose preferred cooperating teacher role matched the student 
teacher's perceived cooperating teacher role and those student teachers whose 
preferred cooperating teacher role did not match the student teacher' s 
perceived cooperating teacher role. The specific hypotheses included the 
composite satisfaction scores, the "rapport with students" factor,, and the 
"rappo3?t with cooperating teacher" factor. In addition, significant 
• Interactions were found for "grade level, " "sesi" and "groups," for stu'dent 
teachers whose preferred cooperating teacher role matches the cooperating 
teacher's perceived role and those student teachers whose preferred cooperating 
teacher role did not match the cooperating teacher* s perceived role. 
Interactions occurred for the composite satisfaction scores, the ''rapport with 
students" factor, and the "rapport with cooperating teacher" factor, None of 
Independent variables were able to remain constant over the levels of the other 
variables. In nmny instances, the affec^t- of a dependent variable, varied as 
different combinations of the levels of the three independent variables were 
examined.. ' ' . ■ ^""""SO " • 
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k general conclusion that can "be observed throui^iout the study is thsr 
it does not appear to make much difference in the effectiveness ratings, 
composite satisfactions scores, or individtcal^ factor scores on how the stcuaent 
teacher preferred or perceived the cooperatrng teache. -^le when conr^^xen.. Tr 
tte cc- "T*erating teac^h^r ^ "^^^^nrceptior:, Non-matchee:: dn perception wou^ i se^sr: 
to pxmttc::? conflict, teit ^ only one situation in ^ihe study did it make any 
diii25r^F:^e. 

IL second general cotralusion would be th^ he differences in eleaentarr;' 
and M^^^:^dBxy student teacher effectiveness 2r^t.-ij:gs, aiic. sasiisfaction acor^ 
verej sondlar. Again, a f^frFference appeared ir- ^nlj* one instance • One mi-prrrr 
Bssuntp that elementary sr^irdent teachers woulc Qe^mcxre satisfied. As a reasui-t, 

they would receive hi^esr ratings, hut this was not generally true* in the 

/. . . » . • ' 

study. In examining the mean scores themselves, it is shown that the elemeurtaxy 
student teachers had hi ^er mean ratings and hi^er mean satisfaction scoreB 
throu^out the study except for one factor of the Purdue Student-Teacher 
Opinion aire. When examining the "student teacher load" factor, it was fotmd 
that the secondary student teachers' mean, scores for this factor were hi^er 
than the elementary student teachers' mean scores. Apparently, the only place 
the secondary student teachers were more satisfied than the elementaiy student 
teachers with their student teaching experience was with the student teaching 
load. It mig ht Ije speculated that the elementary student . teachers spent more 
time in preparing for student teaching than did the secondary people.^ Since, 
on the elementary level, teachers are expected to prepsire daily for different 
subject areas such as reading, mathematics, science, and social studies, the 
elementary student teachers/may have found their prepsiration time quite 
extensive. On the secondary level, student teachers are generally expected to 
plan for n^ more than two prepsirations. ^ As a result, the secondary student 
teachers may have found their student teaching load more satisfactory. 



G55!»r3ally% it is asscaaed that female effectiveness rairi^ngs and feniteiiiB sass— 
isf action 3ii5^ss8 in student teaching will "be hi^er than the male sttscfeir: "tescchere*^ 
In all 'c^^ '68 iihraugfaout the arudy, this 55:ft^'i!cption was suppocrMd. as tisEssssan 
female ■ -^r^ -s^r;^ iratings were hi^er thsii t:zie mean male scoj^sir. and rat±ri^« 

1' Otis g^.±giD:::>on, a general concluEior: can be made about: "groups" 
"being cornsilers^d:. The hypotheses dealing w-.-:h effectiveness :ra1;ings indicated 
that either tfas? h?:- ':ched educator "group" or the non-matched xjositive "grpurp" 
had the .hs:.. -leal i^atin^, while either the matched instructnr "group" ar 

the rion-ina^ i:^Ei^:.r32?;scative "group" had the Icxwest mean rating. !iMs relatioaahip 
was as ex :*?at^ i*::::nce the matched, educator :and nOn-matched posi.i;ive "groups" 
were desi^^^ the intent of being a more scompatible interaction betwj^i 

student te -.^^e^r cooperating teacher than the matched instructor or ncxa- 
matched ne? "groups." 

Iii susiiE^ aij;. how the student teacher prefers or perceives the cooperating 
teacher's rols witsn compared to how the cooperating teacher perceives the rrole 
does not appsr to have much affect on how the student teacher is rated at the 
end of the C2sri£r or how satisfied the student teacher is with the student 
teaching e:ras:rn£snce^ Differences in elementary and secondary student teacher 
ratings ani:satf3^action snsres, overall, were similar. Only in the area of 
"sex" were ttei^cnroisistent; (differences and, in all instances, the female^ 
student teaci2ss:::±sd hig^er^ mean scores on the Purdue^ Student-Teacher Opinionaire 
and hi^er effectiveness ratings than S^i'd the male" student teachers. 

The results of this study would support those researcisers who do not 
believe matciiic^'laie studentr^teapher and cooperating teacher is . wairthwhile* 
Differences^ ±0. TKXCHiving ifche role of the cooperating teacher did mot appear 
\to have any af f ^st on the two dependent variables: satisfaction and. effect- 
iVenesB. ^['(^erefore, attempts to match the student teacher and cooperating teacher 
on their pexce^stion of the cooperating teacher's role, or to match the student 



teacher's rpreference of the cooperating teacher's roT** wii^^r cooperating 
teamer's i>erception of his role, would he fruiSlessp jani tosmceflsary on' the 
hasisi of- the study. 



Recommendations 

Ihe following recomnandations are suggested Izrr: furthHr research on 
i;he perception of the cooperating teacher's role asr zrts effect during the 
studjent teaching experience: 

1. Since there are other people involved in tsis:^ student teaching 
experience, the perception of the cooperaxrn^ teacher's role hy the • 
clinical supervisco?, principals, or studeira.,, could be snatched with 
either, the student teacher's or cooperating ^reaacher's perception. 

2. Changes in the perception bf the cooperatrc^ ibeacher's role, by the 
student teacher, from the beginning of studeiKt teaehiir^ to the end of 
student teaching could be measured against efTecti:wceiiess and satisfaction.. 

3-^ Matching cooperating teacher and student teacher perceptions of the 
cooperating teacher's role could be done prior to student teaching 
and then its effect on the rating and satififactioni could be determined. 

U. The type of conffliunity in which the student teacher has his experience 
could be examined for differences in perception of the cooperating 
teacher's role. 

^ Tile perception of iSie cooperating teacher's role, by thse student 

teacher and cooperating teacher, could be compai'ed to izheir attitudes 
toward students and teaching. 

6. A different instrument could be ^developed and Used in a repeated 
study to nefasure the perception of the cooperating teacher's Tole. 

?• A different rating scale and a different instrument to ^measure 
satisfaction could also be used in a repeated saaaaiy. 

8. Since this study was done in only one school ^yetiem, groups of student 
iieacher could* be used from different school sjrst^s for a similar study. 

Many of these recommendations seem appi^opriate ansa^asxble to be 

incorporated into future studies. Continual research sneeoed to help develop 

a better: understanding of what happens during the studeaife tEsching experience 

in ordex to improve the teacher education process conducasd lai the schools. 
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